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Abstract. Geographers have always studied urbanisation as a social response to 
problems of uneven development. Though there is far less consensus of the precise 
causes social inequalities there is a general recognition that the implementation of 
neoliberalism as a social, economic and political project has led to further 
marginalisation of the urban poor and increased spatial inequalities. South African urban 
landscape has gone through several phases of spatial-social restructuring which have all 
variously contributed to uneven development and spatial-social marginalisation. Early 
phases of urban development during the colonial and apartheid period were mainly 
about implementation of the ideology of spatial and social segregation within the context 
of free-liberal economy doctrines. Spatial and social differentiation was an official 
formal programme for urban landscape. The uneasy relationship between the colonial-
apartheid ideology of racial spatial segregation and `capitalist free-liberal economy’ find 
significant convergence in spatialisation of inequalities and left persistent spatial-social 
legacies of inequalities. The collapse of `formal official apartheid’ ideology in 1994, and 
the subsequent transformation programme created an opportunity for neoliberalism as a 
political, social, economic project and dominated all areas of post-apartheid urban 
transformation. This paper explores how the principles of neoliberalism became 
embedded in new transformative legislative, regulatory and institutional frameworks and 
reproduced on post-apartheid urban space. The purpose of this paper is to review the 
spatialisation of post-apartheid urban inequalities and explores the resurgence of new 
forms neoliberalised spatial inequalities on South African urban landscape.  
 









The discussion in this paper focuses on spatialisation of social inequalities 
on space. The purpose is to demonstrate how neoliberal social, economic and 
political programmes created and in some instances recreated social inequalities on 
urban space. Neoliberalism as a social, economic and political project despite 
inherent contradictions, reached global dominance from 1980s to 1990s. However 
the crises of directly associated with neoliberalism have deepened over years and 
reached unprecedented proportions from the 2008. With this background the debate 
in this paper focuses on how neoliberal urban planning in South Africa recreated 
and in some instances generated new forms of spatial marginalisation of urban 
poor. The discussion is divided into three parts.. The first part traces the contours 
of urban spatialisation of urban inequalities in the context of neoliberalism and 
neoliberalisation of urban space. The central argument is that neoliberalisation of 
urban space was and continues to be a key factor in the spatialisation of social 
urban struggles. The key argument in this paper is that as neoliberalisation of urban 
space intensifies the urban working class and urban poor are pushed to marginal 
environmental unsafe urban lands. The second part of the paper proceeds to 
explores how spatialisation of inequalities of colonial-apartheid origins find new 
identities and are intensified in the post-apartheid South African urban landscape. 
Drawing on South Africa’s post-apartheid Metropolitan System, the last part of this 
paper presents a case of neoliberalisation spatial-social inequalities in the context 
of globalisation of post-apartheid urban landscape. This part explores the argument 
that though urban landscape in western countries has numerous examples of failure 
of doctrines and principles of neoliberalism to bring about spatial-social justice for 
sustainability, urban transformation in South Africa continued to be based on 
neoliberalism. As spatial inequalities intensified, neoliberal urban planning offered 
very little scope for comprehensive transformation of apartheid cities for spatial-
social justice.  
 
II. GETTING TO THE ROOTS: SPATIALISATION OF 
URBAN SOCIAL INEQUALITIES 
Spatial-social urban marginalisation is both a spatial expression and an 
outcome of social-economic struggles of urban poor in the context of the dominant 
forces of the capitalist market economic system Mehretu, Pigozzi and Sommers 
2000). Urbanisation is an expression of socio-economic struggles over space The 
struggle is primarily about capitalist elite class attempts to retain social and 
economic control over urban landscape (Harvey 1989).Neoliberalism was and 
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continues to be political, economic and social project by capitalist elite class 
repackage strategies of control. Neoliberalism has its foundation in the late 1970s 
and early 1980s( Harvey, 1989)  when the general liberal economic systems in 
many Western Europe and North America countries experienced a series crises 
associated with deindustrialisation leading to increasing unemployment, rising 
levels urban poverty and spatial concentration of impoverished residents in 
marginal areas (Mele, 2012). The capitalist upper-end class facing a series of 
economic crises and with the support of and access to political power repackaged 
the economic social system in order regain control. In the context of this capitalist 
crisis , neoliberalism emerged as the only viable alternative and was proposed as a 
defensible alternative to the recession and associated economic-social crisis. In 
Western Europe and North America neoliberalism commonly referred to as 
Thatcherism- Reaganism was primarily designed to recreate a platform for the 
capitalist class to dominate and control of the social and economic systems (Jones, 
and  Ward 2002). Neoliberalism was a capitalist response to the recession crisis 
focused primarily on reorganizing the state sector, repositioning the role of the 
state and reducing state spending on certain kinds of welfare (Harvey, 2005). The 
Thatcherism-Reaganism neoliberal ideology embedded in neoliberalism as  a 
political, social and economic project, designed to re-establish the dominant 
position of the upper-end capitalist class. The strategy was to further marginalise 
the working class, redefine the conditions of access to good urban life and 
strengthen the dominant position of the capitalist elite class.  
The approach to redefining the role of the state in the economy was the 
defining character of neoliberalism. The `Rolling back and `Rolling out’ of the 
state became key concepts to describe the newly defined role of the state in the 
economy. The rolling back of the state in neoliberal ideology, involved reducing 
the role and intervention of the state in the economy. Neoliberalism as a political 
social and economic project (Harvey, 2005) sought to reconstitute the socio-
economic political environment as a necessary (pre)condition for a free market. 
This was based on the key doctrine  that human well-being, economic growth and 
development can best be promoted by releasing individual entrepreneurial 
freedoms and skills within an institutional framework characterized by strong 
private property rights, backed by enforceable rule of law, and the institutions of 
freely functioning markets and free trade. In this regard to `Rolling back the state’ 
was of great significance for the free market doctrine embedded in neoliberalism 
(Harvey, 1989; 2008). However this did not imply that free-market doctrine was 
against all forms of state interventions but that in neoliberalism, the state was 
required to intervene less in some areas of social and economic systems and more 
in others. 
SIMPHIWE ENOCH MINI 
150 
 
The early period of neoliberalism was shaped by what Gamble referred to  
as “free economy-strong state”, concept which was coined to describe Reganism 
and Thatcherite neoliberalism. The basis of this doctrine was that the economy 
must be freed from state interference but the state must be strong to provide 
conducive environment for the free economy (Gamble, 2006). Though the `free 
economy doctrine’ was the rhetoric of neoliberalism of the 1970s suggesting the 
continuation of the tradition of the liberal political economy, the `Free Economy 
doctrine’ of neoliberalism was extensively revised in response to emerging social, 
economic and political environments. However Harvey (2005) has argued that the 
capitalist economy in the liberal context has always required under a strong and 
active state, although this has sometimes been obscured by laissez-faire ideologies 
of self-help and business enterprise.  
The `State roll-back’ was mainly targeting specific state institutions, and 
specifically developmental and welfare institutions. Early neoliberalism was 
targeting state welfare programmes. What was produced as a consequence of these 
institutionally-specific rollbacks was not a generic condition of more market and 
less state, but a wide range of qualitatively transformed and geographically 
distinctive state-market relations. Neoliberalism and its strategies did not follow 
some 'law of the constant size of the state' is in operation, but a range of variations( 
Brenner and Theodore 2002), new emerging conditions of neoliberalism mediated 
by specific contextual social, economic and political conditions. It is this 
institutionally variegated context that certain South African or context specific 
manifestations of neoliberalisation that this paper seeks to identify and analyse. 
Harvey’s (Harvey 2008) periodisation of neoliberalisation focused on differences 
between the neoliberalism of the 1980s and that of the 1990s by contrasting the 
“roll-back neoliberalism” of the  1980s with the “roll-out” later period of the 
1990s. This early period of Neoliberalism often referred to as the period of “ State 
roll-back neoliberalism” involved a wide range of efforts aimed at reducing the role 
and intervention of the state in the economy and included the restructuring the 
Keynesian social, economic, political priorities and practices that support the free 
market (Peck and Tuckell 2006). The consequences of this were an accelerated 
spatial-social differentiation and intensified inequalities and marginalisation of the 
poor and working class.  
Early neoliberalisation focused on public sector reorganisation and 
accelerated privatisation. State reconstitution was designed to privatise public 
services provision, to release a greater efficiency, productive potential, economic 
growth and competitiveness. The emphasis was on lean urban government, 
municipalities were increasingly pressured to introduce various kinds of cost-
cutting measures, including tax abatements, land grants, cutbacks in public 
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services, the privatisation of provision and maintenance of public infrastructural 
facilities. The focus was to reduce public expenditure through lowering the costs of 
state administration, capitalist production, reduced costs on social welfare 
programmes and public service provision and to accelerate external investment 
(Harvey, 2005). Under these conditions, enhanced administrative efficiency, state 
subsidies to large corporations and an increasing privatisation of social services 
functions were widely viewed as the “best practices” for promoting a good 
business climate within major cities. All these principles of neoliberalisation 
enforced social inequalities and urban spatial differentiation became more 
pronounced as social classes became more visible. 
Reconstituting the state involved both privatisation of public services and 
the infusion of business management strategies and techniques into public services. 
This transition was described by Harvey (1989) as a shift from urban management 
to urban entrepreneurialism. Restructuring the state at national, local and urban 
level from urban management to entrepreneurialism was deeper and more 
permeating than just reorganisation of state institutions. This ‘rolling-back’ went 
further than just withdrawing of state in some key areas of public services but 
reconstituted complex state and private sector relations in which the state plays a 
more direct role in creation of market principles in urban planning at all levels.  
The state operational systems and values were transformed and deep 
entrepreneurialism was embedded into public service provision. Neoliberalisation 
of the state was a necessary precondition for entrepreneurialism and for a perfectly 
functioning neoliberal entrepreneurial urban environment (Harvey, 1989). As part 
of neoliberalisation of the state, new public sector institutions were established as 
quasi-state semi-autonomous and operated like private sector bodies. These quasi-
state institutions assumed newly acquired decentralised responsibilities but were 
subjected to extensive managerial regulations by the state to ensure conformity 
with overall neoliberal policy parameters. New Public Management (NPM) was the 
central element of this managerialism. The focus on management and costs control, 
through an explicit and emphasis on programme outputs.  
Neoliberalisation of urban planning was embedded in transformation of 
urban governance from urban managerialism to entrepreneurialism. The 
transformation of urban governance in neoliberalised city to entrepreneurialism 
involves mobilisation and directing all urban public resources towards achieving 
economic success in competition with other cities for investments, innovations, and 
for attracting “creative classes” (Leitner, 1990). Secondly, in the entrepreneurial 
city the municipal bureaucracies, dedicated to provision of services, were replaced 
by professionalised quasi-public agencies empowered and responsible for 
promoting economic development, privatising urban services, and catalyzing 
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competition among public agencies (Mele, 2012). A series of privatisation policies 
became key instruments in entrepreneurial city and thus the consolidation of 
privatisation of local public service provision. This facilitated marginalisation of 
the working class and the decisions on public service provision were increasingly 
driven by cost–benefit calculations rather than missions of service, equity, and 
social welfare. The residents in the entrepreneurial city were expected to behave 
responsibly, entrepreneurially, and prudently. They were made responsible for their 
own successes and failures, with the social obligation to make their expected 
contributions to the collective economic welfare (Leitner, 1990). New urban quasi-
state institutions were established at differing socio-spatial scales as agents of 
public service provision. Entrepreneurial approach to urban planning entrenched 
and deepen spatial marginalisation of the urban working class.  
Neoliberalisation of urban space was a dominant thinking through the 
1970s and 1980s as primary strategy to revive urban economies and the primary 
strategy was to extract maximum capital value from public and private urban space 
within the framework legislative protected property rights. The major thrust of 
neoliberalisation of urban space was the creation of urban land markets (Brenner, 
Peck, and Theodore, 2005). Proper functioning urban land markets depended on 
clear property rights regimes hence neoliberalisation of urban space required 
neoliberal legislative and regulatory instruments that sufficiently defined property 
rights and urban land management systems to protect and encourage property 
investors. Where urban land markets did not exist, neoliberal regulatory 
mechanisms were created and typical neo-liberal policy would be provided to 
create urban land markets. Such political-economic restructuring transforms land 
management systems in many parts of the world and especially in developing 
countries ensured neoliberalisation of urban space (Dangschat 2009). The approach 
of neoliberal urban planning to social-economic urban problems relied on market 
principles and neoliberalisation of urban space through urban land markets became 
key approach to implementation of neoliberal urban planning. The role of the state 
was confined in creating conducive environments for urban land markets defined 
as political economic practices that create and provide a legal framework for secure 
individual property rights, for free urban land markets (Peck and Tuckell 2006). 
However once urban land markets were created the state interventions in markets 
must be kept to a bare minimum because in the entrepreneurial city the state must 
not regulate markets. Deregulation, privatisation, and withdrawal of the state from 
many areas of social services provision became features in entrepreneurial city and 
all these further marginalised urban poor and cities became exclusive areas of 
urban elites.  
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The transformation from urban managerialism to urban entrepreneurialism 
demanded new forms of urban planning that would amongst other things provide 
for privatised provision of public services for local urban populations. Such local 
governance arrangements were essentially market friendly, given that they 
encouraged and instilled behaviours designed accommodate market actors who are 
partners within them. Neoliberal urban planning strategies produced through by 
Integrated Development Plans offered no challenge to the market, and pro-poor 
urban policies have been sought within the framework of friendly 
environment.(Nilsson 2007)  The `State-Roll-out’ strategies extended and 
consolidated the legitimacy of neoliberalism by utilising a range of popular rhetoric 
to managed the socio-spatial contradictions and tensions that had arisen from and 
been exacerbated by neoliberal accumulation processes.  
Entrepreneurial urban planning focused on enhancing the competitive 
position of urban economies, especially through the “liberation” of private 
enterprise and recommodification of social and economic life (Leitner 1990). 
Entrepreneurial urban planning was shaped by what Harvey (1989) described urban 
entrepreneurialism a new urban political-political project influenced by powerful 
business interests, especially through the much-heralded public–private 
partnership. Entrepreneurial urban planning focuses on economic growth, global 
competitiveness business-led agenda of cities is much less concerned with wealth 
redistribution and welfare provision than with creating a friendly enabling 
environment for economic enterprises.  
Neoliberal urban planning strategies were produced for national, regional, 
and local urban development programmes. These strategies were only limited or 
constrained by the legacies of inherited urban institutional frameworks, policy 
regimes, regulatory practices, and political struggles. An understanding of actually 
existing neoliberalised urban plans must explore the specific interactions between 
inherited regulatory landscapes and emergent neoliberal, market-oriented 
restructuring projects at a broad range of geographical scales. However the 
emphasis on creating friendly environment for economic enterprises was intended 
to generate societal benefits through the impact of “trickle-down” economics.  
One particularly notable feature of neoliberal urban planning has been the 
commitment to highly speculative “ urban flagship” projects which were designed 
to enhance the competitive image of the city - `Office Park’ `Convention Centres’ . 
However, Harvey(  2005) argues that much of the economic risk encountered in the 
`city marketing’ and escalating interurban competition for limited capital is often 
borne by publicly funded agencies. The benefits of flagship projects like 
convention centres and festivals are often more readily experienced by those, like 
tourists and place-mobile capitalists, who live beyond the immediate locality. 
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The early 1990s was characterised by a consolidation of “State roll-out” 
neoliberalism as  an evolutionary reconstitution of the neoliberal project in 
response to its own inherent contradictions and crisis tendencies. Urban policy 
development and urban planning was located in the all levels local municipality, 
provincial and national level. Urban planning  in this period was framed within the 
basic neoliberal imperative of mobilizing urban space for economic growth and 
development in search of pro-poor urban policies (Peck J and Tuckell 2006). Urban 
planning was more than an urban development tool and was expected to provide 
for a perfect environment for capitalist growth, commodification of urban land. 
Urban policies were designed to create the conditions for promoting and 
maintaining city economic competitiveness through many urban political and 
economic policies to include diverse administrative, social, and ecological criteria. 
Entrepreneurial strategies were designed not only to restructure urban economies, 
but created necessary conditions for increased capital investment (Nilsson 2007). 
The priorities shifted to focusing building a good business climate, attracting 
corporate head offices, and provide safe and pleasant environments for corporate 
employees though for instance by constructing shopping precincts and developing 
recreation facilities and entertainment districts for a sophisticated public.  
The pressure for urban planning was to provide a framework for 
improvement of physical image of the city to accommodate corporate segments 
and `creative actors’ of the population with high ability to pay (Peck J and Tuckell 
2006).. This marked a change in the urban governance from the emphasis of city 
politics, urban regulation and welfare issues (such as managing routine service 
provision and administering social benefits and other support to those in need), to 
creativism and entrepreneurialism. Urban entrepreneurialism aimed at creating 
conditions conducive to capital accumulation within a city’s boundaries (Peck 
2001). Urban planning became a tool for implementation of pro-growth strategies 
and also a tool for implementation of `think globally and act locally’ slogan. This 
demanded that local city officials to be enterprising, risk-taking, inventive, and 
profit motivated in their entrepreneurial roles. This was localisation of global 
neoliberal development approaches through neoliberal urban planning. The way 
cities operated was changed towards business-like strategies, based on public-
private partnerships to achieve urban competitiveness. For urban planning, urban 
entrepreneurship involved maximisation of efforts to extract capital value from 
urban space urban space. Peck and Tuckell (2006) argue that, in major cities urban 
planning was made subordinate to economic development under market 
neoliberalisation. The physical products of urban entrepreneurship changed the 
pattern of urban spatiality, often by constructing flagship projects including, retail 
parks, shopping malls, high-rise up-market residential blocks.  
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Whilst there are general observations that the neoliberalisation as a 
political, economic and social project of the last two or three decades has failed to 
establish a coherent basis for sustainable capitalist growth, neoliberalisation has 
nonetheless fundamentally changed and restructured the global, national and local 
institutional infrastructures upon which Fordist- Keynesian capitalism was 
grounded (Harvey, 1989)The concept of `creative destruction’ has been used to 
describe the geographically uneven, socially regressive, and politically volatile 
trajectories of institutional and spatial change that have been crystallizing under 
these conditions (Harvey, 2006). In many developing  countries `new urban 
planning’ of the early 1990s and in some cases to 2000s was a repackaging of 
`neoliberal urban planning’ within the framework of neoliberalism. The process 
assumed different dimensions in different context and in some context it was 
described as `strategic spatial planning’ `spatial planning integration’ and 
`participatory processes in urban planning’.  
 
III. SPATIAL-SOCIAL MARGINALISATION IN THE 
ENTREPRENEURIAL CITY  
The neoliberal urban planning approaches of the late 1970s and 1980s 
were superseded by qualitatively new forms of neoliberal urban planning of the 
1990s. As neoliberalisation project consolidated the emphasis of neoliberalisation 
project of the 1990s was on the `rolling-out the neoliberalised state’. Globalisation 
intensified and the project of neoliberalisation of urban space intensified. However 
while globalisation focuses on a narrow economic interests, it provided a new fresh 
platform for intensified neoliberalisation of urban space. The logic of 
neoliberalisation of urban space find expression in entrepreneurial urban strategies 
(Brenner and Theodore 2002).  In the context of globalisation, neoliberalisation 
urban space consolidated and neoliberal urban planning assumed a more prominent 
position in urban policy development (Leitner 1990; MacLeod 2002). 
Neoliberalisation of urban space relied on the creation of urban land market within 
the framework of self-regulating markets and through neoliberal planning urban 
land is allocated for optimal allocation of investments and resources. Urban land 
allocated for maximum profit for best investment returns. The urban poor were 
further pushed to marginal less desirable urban land and poor environments. 
Neoliberal planning as a tool for neoliberal political economic practice generated 
new forms of social inequalities, and a dramatic intensification of uneven 
development at all spatial scales. In short, “the neoliberal urban planning and a 
shift in urban policies tended to subject the majority of the urban population to the 
market forces whilst strong property rights regime protected property owners.  
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As neoliberalisation of the state consolidated, entrepreneurial forms of 
urban governance replaced the traditional political-administrative systems of 
Western democracies (Peck, 2004). The New Public Management (NPM) approach 
is now a universal economic model of urban governance on which market and 
business rationality can be made to operate as effectively in the public interest as it 
does in securing private interests. Similarities between the public and private 
sectors are accentuated, and NPM encourages organisational forms that increase 
the autonomy of choice of managers in order to enhance agency efficiency.  
Entrepreneurialism not only failed to alleviate social and economic 
problems of many cities but generated new dimensions of social and spatial 
inequalities and in particularly its neglect of the issues of social equity in favour of 
private sector exacerbated social and spatial inequalities. In entrepreneurial city, 
the urban poor have been further marginalised and social-spatial inequalities 
entrenched became more concrete. Entrepreneurial urban planning re-arranged the 
framework of urban political-economic governance and urban for social class 
struggles is redefined. The neoliberalisation of urban planning has redefined the 
character of public planning processes in a political setting that has embraced an 
enhanced role for private sector actors. Neoliberal urban policy, grounded in the 
theory of private-sector efficiency and enforced through national, provincial, and 
local urban policies, has led to a loss of transparency within the policymaking 
process. The prioritisation of private sector involvement has become entrenched 
institutionally as public-private partnerships have been elevated in local political 
discourse to a type of “best practice” in urban governance. The neoliberalisation of 
state involved restructuring of spending priorities focusing on newly established 
public-private partnerships has led to chronic underinvestment in the services upon 
poor low-urban dwellers are dependent (Begg, 1999).  
Entrepreneurial urban governance restructured public sector investment in 
provision of services is part of privatisation of provision of services and had a 
negative impact especially for the urban poor (Nilsson, 2007). This further 
marginalised the urban poor. Neoliberal urban planning has generated new forms 
of spatial segregation based on new forms of urban empowerment and 
disempowerment within the new form of urban governance. The mutually 
reinforcing effects of neoliberal policy priorities, market liberalisation, 
international capital mobility, and domestic welfare-state cutbacks and 
privatisation of public services have exacerbated spatial and social inequalities.  
In most developing countries neoliberalisation of urban space has triggered 
new forms of spatial segregation and urban elite strategising to control key 
regulatory mechanisms such as urban policy development, urban economic 
development and environmental policy. This has further marginalised urban poor, 
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intensified spatial segregation Neoliberalisation of urban space in many instances 
intensified social and spatial inequalities generated by economic stagnation, 
unemployment, socio-spatial polarisation, and uneven development.  
 
IV. GLOBALISED NEOLIBERAL URBAN AT CRISIS POINT 
There is a general recognition that neoliberalism and all its forms and 
approaches  has facing serious challenges if not at a crisis point. The current global 
economic crises since 2008, has generated a series of crises in sectors that were 
directly or indirectly linked with neoliberalism. Neoliberal urban planning both as 
theoretical framework and as an implementing instrument has reached a kind of 
stalemate. The current global urban landscape is facing a series of challenges, a 
coalescence of different forces of change. Though there is less agreement regarding 
the causes and sources of these crises there is consensus that the crises of urban 
planning and urban landscape environments are directly linked and embedded in 
the nature of difficulties facing neoliberalism (Mcfarlane, 2012). Urbanisation, 
Globalisation, Climate Change and Poverty and Food security are the key drivers if 
not source of the 21 century urban challenges.  
Globalisation and economic restructuring have created numerous pressures 
for urban landscape and city structures. Particularly significant has been the impact 
on urban labour markets, which show a growing and deepening levels of 
polarisation of occupational and income structures caused by growth in the service 
sector and decline in manufacturing. In developed countries, the last several 
decades have also seen a process of industrial relocation to less developed regions 
as firms have attempted to reduce labour and operating costs(UNCCSH 2010) . 
The global economic crisis that began in 2008 has accelerated socio-economic 
inequalities. One important result of these economic and policy processes on urban 
labour markets has been rapid growth of the urban informal economy in all regions 
of the world, but particularly in developing countries where informal sector jobs 
account for more than 50 per cent of all employment.  
Another major challenge facing neoliberal urban planning is rapid 
urbanisation. Urbanisation as a process is ‘out of control’, and in 2010 the world 
urban population reached a momentous point when, for the first time in history, 
more than 3.5 billion people, world’s population lives in urban areas. It is estimated 
that by 2030 the urban population will grow to around 5 billion people. The 
inevitable result has been the rapid growth of urban slums and squatter settlements 
and over 1 billion people, or 32 per cent of the world’s current urban population, 
live in slums in inequitable and life-threatening conditions, and are directly 
affected by both environmental disasters and social crises, whose frequency and 
impacts have increased significantly during the last few decades (UNCHS 2010) . 
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A major challenge for the 21st century urban planning in developing countries will 
have to contend with is the increasing levels of informality associated with urban 
poverty and unemployment. Among the most significant challenges of urban 
planning in the 21
st
 century and in the next few decades is how to plan for the 
provision of a wide range of services within the context of highly segregated 
neoliberalised cities and rapidly urbanising population (Mcfarlane 2012). Urban 
planning will also need to adequately manage the urban development process, as 
unmanaged or chaotic urban growth is a significant obstacle to sustainable urban 
development.  
The twin problems of urban poverty and the proliferation of slums is the 
key challenges neoliberalised urban planning especially in many developing 
countries. Urban planning is expected to provide a new framework to reduce 
poverty through pro-poor programmes that emphasize equity, participation and 
social justice. Though cities continue to represent the only hope of escaping rural 
poverty for many people in developed and developing world, growth in city 
economies has not resulted in prosperity for all, and the gap widens between rich 
and poor, and ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ cities. Informal settlements `slums’ in many 
cities and especially in developing countries are no longer just marginalized 
neighbourhoods housing a relatively small proportion of the urban population, bur 
represent the dominant type of human settlement.  
Climate change is one of the most significant environmental challenges for 
urban planning at present. It is predicted that, within cities, climate change will 
negatively affect access to water and that hundreds of millions of people will be 
vulnerable to coastal flooding and related natural disasters as global warming 
increases (UNCHS 2010). In entrepreneurial cities, high urban land and housing 
costs currently are pushing the low-income people into locations that are prone to 
natural hazards, to areas threatened by floods, landslides and other natural 
disasters, especially in slums and informal settlements.  
 
V. RESURGENCE OF URBAN SPATIAL INEQUALITIES IN 
POST-APARTHEID SOUTH AFRICA  
Spatialisation of racial differences was at the core and primary objective of 
South Africa racial segregation, which started during the time of colonialism and 
reached perfection under apartheid government (Terreblance, 2002) In essence, 
apartheid ideology provided the basis of spatial segregation that was legally 
enforceable. The Group Areas Act was primarily about spatial separation 
reinforced by influx control strategies. A series of legislative and policy 
instruments of ‘management for own affairs areas’ were designed not only prevent 
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affluent `white municipalities’ to bear the financial burden of servicing 
disadvantaged black, coloured and Indian areas but to ensure perpetuation of social 
inequalities. This highly complex system required a deliberate approach to urban 
planning and management.  
Numerous models neighbourhoods were designed and developed for 
different racial groups. Traditional white, suburban areas developed and located 
closer to the central business districts where the majority of the facilities and job 
opportunities were located, while numerous townships grew on the peripheries of 
cities. The results of these policies were significant leaving South African with 
cities that promoted spatial-social inequities. All these offered a good quality of life 
to `white’ who were allowed to live in well developed suburbs close to the inner 
city, others were forced to live in poorly developed townships on the urban 
periphery on even further away in the homelands (Mabin 1989). The influx control 
ensured that Blacks were only in the city as temporary migrant workers and very 
little was done to improve the living conditions in the African townships. Later, 
many informal settlements also developed in and around the townships. These 
areas were separated from the well developed suburbs through buffer strips in the 
form of green belts, industrial zones and rapid transport routes. A pattern of 
segregation through distance was created. The urban poor remained located in 
peripheral location with long travelling distances and extended working days. In 
addition, apartheid left distinctive spatial-inequalities, spatially fragmented and 
with low density sprawl.  
The post 1994 transformation of South African urban landscape is a very 
complex process taking place at multiple levels and driven by a wide range of 
factors championed by different interest groups. In this context neoliberaliisation of 
state institutions, and subsequent implementation of neoliberal legislative and 
regulatory instruments and especially neoliberal post-apartheid urban planning, has 
been a key factor in determining the pace and character of post-apartheid urban 
transformation. The thrust of urban landscape transformation can be characterised 
by its neoliberalisation programme driven by institutional and regulatory 
framework designed to create a conducive environment for global competitive 
economy to achieve economic growth, full employment (Bond 2000)  
The new democratic government adopted a two-pronged approach to drive 
the transformation and desegregation of South African cities (Dewar and  
Uytenbogaadrt, 1991). The first approach was expressed through a series of 
neoliberal transformative legislative instruments, policy frameworks and strategic 
documents designed to dismantle spatial and racial segregation. The dismantling of 
institutionalised official racial segregation was achieved through scrapping of the 
1950 Group Areas Act and all its variants (influx control etc). The removal of 
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official spatial racial segregation was intended to give South African cities a new 
identity, a new image, and an opportunity was created for new processes to emerge 
in the creation of social space in the integrated cities  
The second approach was designed to `Roll-out the state’ through 
neoliberalisation of the state at various scales, intensified privatisation of public 
service provision through various programmes including through building strong 
public, private sectors partnerships, and creation of a wide range of pseudo-state 
owned institutions at different geographic scale and transformation of urban 
management to urban entrepreneurial management. Urban planning of this 
approach was driven by neoliberal principles of creating a suitable but 
transformative environment for the market economy to operate unrestrained by 
legal barriers of apartheid system in the post-apartheid city. This marked the end of 
a period of uneasy relationship between apartheid system of social control and a 
form of capital accumulation (Swilling; Humphries and  Shubane, 1991). The new 
market economy and the implementation of the new vision of integrated 
sustainable post-apartheid cities became key drivers of transformative principles.  
As a commitment to the transformation of segregated apartheid city the 
new democratic government promulgated a series of transformative legislations 
including the Housing White Paper of 1994; Water and Sanitation White Paper of 
1994; Urban Development Strategy 1995; The Development Facilitation Act 1995, 
Municipal Systems Act, 2000, Municipal Infrastructure Investment Framework 
2001; White Paper on Spatial Planning and Land Use Management (2001), Local 
Government White Paper 1998; Urban Regeneration Strategy 2002. These and 
other post-apartheid regulatory frameworks were designed a key drivers for racial 
desegregation towards integration of South African cities. The legal frameworks 
provided not only for removal of official and legal racial segregation but redefined 
the conditions for urban planning, urban land use and urban land development. 
However neoliberal doctrines and principles were embedded in these new 
legislative and regulatory frameworks.  
The Urban Development Strategy (1995) defined the role the state and 
civil society, the expected contributions and roles of the market. The intention was 
to transform South African cities into spatially and economically integrated centres 
of social and economic opportunities with vibrant urban governance and 
environment. The Urban Development Strategy (1995) identified four 
transformative strategic focus programmes: (a) Desegregating and integrating the 
city; (b) Improving housing and infrastructure, (c) Promoting urban economic 
development and (d) Creating institutions for delivery. These were further refined 
in the Urban Development Framework (1997) with emphasis on: a) Spatial 
Restructuring narrowly defined as the integration the city with the purpose of 
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reversing apartheid-inspired spatial fragmentation and segregation; b) The 
principles of neoliberalism were embedded in the Urban Development Framework 
approach to social and economic Development problems of post-apartheid cities. 
The market driven and `state roll-out’ approaches were assumed capable of 
creating a suitable environment for and make South African cities `global 
competitive cities’ `prosperous city’, and ‘equitable city’. Institutional restructuring 
as provided in the Urban Development Framework provided for further 
neoliberalisation of state and urban governance state at various levels and for 
privatisation of state functions through establishment of quasi-state institutions.  
The Development Facilitation Act (DFA) 1995 provided a legal 
implementation framework whilst the White Paper on Urban Development 1997 
provided a directive mandate for the implementation of Urban Development 
Strategy. The primary objective of DFA 1995 was to guide the process of 
transformation of urban land use towards more sustainable integrated city 
development. The act provided a framework for land use applications and land 
tenure definition, local government planning; land development and conflict 
resolution. The purpose of DFA was to not only to facilitate access to urban land 
for low cost housing but also harmonise and provide a uniform system of urban 
land development in cities.  
The DFA has created conditions favouring urban property developers and 
especially large scale developers. Development tribunals established within the 
DFA framework have powers to set aside other municipality legislations and 
priorities taken by municipalities in terms of the town planning scheme. However 
large scale private property developers have realised the enormous value of 
utilising the Development Facilitation Act as opposed to Land Use Management 
Act (2006). The DFA is a faster and more efficient tool by which private 
developers are able to quickly access land and rezone it, as the Act defines specific 
timeframes for government officials to work to. The profusion of legislation and 
regulation makes planning and land use management fertile ground for experts, 
consultants and professionals who are able to understand the system and exploit it 
to their best advantage. The process of integration and transformation of post-
apartheid cities is to a large extent driven by property developers supported by the 
property developers, who are backed by large finance, corporate capital and an 
increasingly entrepreneurially minded local quasi-state agencies.  
On the other side, local government officials who are responsible for the 
development of low income housing are faced with land use and housing policy 
that is long, drawn out and highly complex processes, whilst facing numerous 
expectations and obligations. The unintended consequences of this are that the 
implementation DFA has worked to the benefit of the higher-income, privately 
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developed housing. The original purpose of DFA of facilitating release of suitably 
located land for low income housing for urban poor has not been realised. The 
urban poor in low-income housing have not benefitted (Napier M 2007). On the 
contrary property developers representing large property companies have been able 
to dominate urban land markets in major South African cities.  
The Municipality Systems Act of 2000 and the White Paper on Spatial 
Planning Land Use Management 0f 2001 were promulgated to provide a 
framework for the New Integrated Development Plans. The Municipal Systems Act 
2000 and the Spatial Planning Land Use Management Act as key transformative 
instruments which were designed to give expression to the principles of social 
justice through creation of inclusive urban citizenship, provide an integrated pro-
poor system of urban land management, to streamline urban land use that creates 
opportunities for the urban poor and addresses poverty issues. The principles of 
Reconstruction and Development Programme were somehow sacrificed in favour 
of ` New Urbanism’.  
The Municipality Systems Act of 2000 required all municipality and 
metropolitan municipalities to develop Integrated Development Plans as key 
transformative instruments in shaping urban growth and development of post-
apartheid cities. South Africa’s new IDP approaches were largely influenced by 
Global Planners’ Network and the Commonwealth of Planners Association’s `New 
Urbanism’, a repackaged neoliberal planning philosophy (Healey,.2006). The New 
Urbanism’ perspective, expressed in the Municipal IDPs replaced the apartheid 
political driven racial segregated planning of cities. The New Urban planning 
approach expressed in the IDP emphasises integration and aims to address MDG of 
reducing poverty and inequalities, creating an environmental friendly cities, 
promoting local and global citizenship and reducing vulnerability to the natural 
disasters. The prioritisation of private sector involvement has become entrenched 
in urban public institutions as public-private partnerships have been elevated in 
local political decision making to a type of “best practice” in urban governance.  
The priorities have shifted to cost-effective entrepreneurial strategies than 
on transformation for spatial-social justice. Neoliberalised urban governance has 
marginalised the redistributive and transformative principles that were so central 
for spatial and social justice in post-apartheid urban landscapes. The priority on 
economic growth and global competitiveness has systematically neglected the 
needs of low income, urban poor populations. Neoliberalisation of urban space is 
generating new forms of empowerment and disempowerment within a key sphere 
of urban governance ( Bond 2000)  The mutually reinforcing effects of neoliberal 
urban policy priorities, market liberalisation, international capital mobility, and 
domestic welfare-state cutbacks are increasing becoming evident in South African 
SPATIALISATION OF POST-APPARTHEID… 
163 
 
urban landscape. Neoliberalisation of urban space is not just limited to creation 
urban land market but good quality of urban life has become a commodity in post-
apartheid city.  
In the quest for global competiveness and the commitment to reposition 
post-apartheid cities for meaningfully participate in the global economy post-
apartheid cities have become commodities and access to good city life has been 
commoditised. Urbanisation and access to city is now defined by a `new life style’. 
The overall effect of this is intensified social inequalities and spatial confinement 
of the urban poor in not only to environmentally depressed areas but also to 
economically lower sectors of the local economy. Neoliberalisation strategies in 
South Africa became embedded in and find expressions in regulatory and 
legislative instruments designed to transform post-apartheid cities. In this context 
neoliberal legislative and regulatory instruments, policy programs of restructuring 
were imposed and continue be imposed on pre-existing colonial-apartheid based 
politico-institutional contexts. However in some cases neoliberal doctrines were 
reshaped significantly by inherited regulatory arrangements, institutionalized 
practices and political compromises. Consequently the evolution of neoliberal 
urban transformation and politico-institutional reconfiguration, tended to reflect 
and continue to demonstrate this pre-existing apartheid urban landscape. This is 
particularly the case when the interests of elites and upper-end classes in “Both 
Worlds” (colonial-apartheid and post-apartheid Worlds) converge for further 
marginalisation of the poor.  
In this context, pre- or non-neoliberal colonial and apartheid legislative and 
institutions should not be understood simply as residues, but as significant as they 
influence the outcomes of neoliberal transformation in South Africa in a distinctive 
way. In this context the form of South African neoliberalisation can be described in 
terms of its distinctive emergent forms that represent contextually specific, yet 
linked to the dominant doctrines of neoliberalism. To a large extent transformation 
of South African urban landscape produced its own neoliberalism with its own 
character. This is consistent with argument (Peck, Theodore & Brenner, 2009) that 
Neoliberalism has evolved considerably since its emergence in 1970s as an 
alternative economic, political project designed to dismantle Keynesian-welfarist 
arrangements into a more sophisticated, reconstituted form of market-guided 
regulation.  
South Africa’s programme of urban transformation came to end almost at 
its beginning as principles of Reconstruction and Development (RDP) were quickly 
abandoned in favours of numerous neoliberal legislative and regulatory 
frameworks that were designed as from 1995. The foundation for neoliberalisation 
of South African urban landscape happened through institutional, legislative and 
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regulatory frameworks designed to transform South African apartheid cities (Bond, 
2000) . As in many parts of the world, neoliberal doctrines in South Africa were to 
`pick-back’ on the transformation political rhetoric expressed in number of 
legislative and regulatory and policy programmes that were supposed to transform 
spatially and socially segregated South African cities. Doctrines of neoliberalism 
are suppose to help achieve economic growth and development for the benefit 
poor-working class.   
 
VI. ONE PLANNING SYSTEM TWO URBAN REALITIES: THE 
GREATER TSHWANE METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY 
The transformation of South African city project for social justice and 
equitable development has been and is continuously constrained by interplay of 
different factors including the power relations between the private sector interests 
in maximising investment returns in space and the public sector as democratic 
representative of the urban poor. However the neoliberalisation of the state at 
different levels has firmly put the government and associated institutions, 
regulatory instruments on the side the private sector. South African major cities 
have since 1994 been reconfigured into a `New Metro System’ in which boundaries 
of large cities were extended to incorporate neighbouring former `black only’ 
townships. The Greater Tshwane Municipality comprises of all Pretoria former 
`white only residential areas’, all former Centurion municipality areas, the former 
black townships areas of Garankwa, Soshanguve, Mabopane, Mamelodi, and 
Atteridgeville. In this rearranged urban landscape social, economic and 
environmental remain. spatial marginalisation of the urban poor remains intact. 
Over 60 % of Africans, totalling nearly half the population of the Tshwane 
Metropolitan City, remain in urban townships that are poorly serviced, 
economically disarticulated and plagued by high levels of unemployment and 
crime. 
The peripheral location of these townships implies that these have few 
prospects of being productively integrated into the city’s future growth patterns. 
The persistence of these racialized marginalised areas is a testament to not only of 
profound footprint of apartheid urban planning but also a resurgence of spatial-
social inequalities as a consequent of neoliberal urban policies. Though there are 
indications that parts of Soshanguve, Mabopane and Garankuwa have experienced 
increased in economic activities and the quality of services (especially since 1995) 
these townships continue to represent ‘marginalised areas’ with extreme levels of 
poverty. However the major challenge of this `New Metro” arrangement is that 
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spatial-social inequalities continue to exist and marginalisation of the urban poor 
persist.  
In this neoliberalised entrepreneurial city the historical race and class 
inequalities and differentiation in the provision and quality of services reinforced 
spatial-social marginalisation. The townships still have the lowest rates of 
improved services, and the historically uneven development of infrastructure is  a 
spatial expression of  continued marginalisation  and racial divisions of post-
apartheid city. The Tshwane Metropolitan Municipality developed the City 
Development Strategy (CDS, 2006) which provide a framework and guide 
development process within the Metropolitan area. Like in all South African 
Metropolitan municipalities, the Tshwane Metropolitan City Development Strategy 
embodies the neoliberal principles of Urban Development Strategy (1995), Urban 
Development Framework(1997) and Municipality Systems Act 2000, White Paper 
on Spatial Planning Land Use Management 0f 2001, Development Facilitation Act 
principles. 
The Tshwane CDS can be characterized as an action plan for an 
entrepreneurial city in which priorities for equitable growth, sustained development 
through participation; to improve the quality of life for all citizens are defined in 
the context of neoliberal doctrines and principles. Its goals include a collective city 
vision and action plan aimed at improving urban governance and management; 
increasing investment to expand employment and services; and; systematic and 
sustained reductions in urban poverty (City Development Strategy 2006). However 
the large scale property developers have dominated urban land market and used the 
existing institutional instruments including the Urban Development Act and 
Provincial Ordinances. The power of the dominant large scale private property 
developers is no where clearly demonstrated than in the development spread-out of 
suburban middle-upper class residential areas. Large scale property developers 
have been quick to identify new opportunities, a new development niche in urban 
land development. The Tshwane Metropolitan Municipality has experienced a 
dramatic rise and development of gated residential areas. 
From 1994 Tshwane Metropolitan municipality like all major city centres 
in South Africa, experienced a dramatic increase of migrants, and specifically 
black rural migrants from the rural areas spurred by the perceived better 
employment opportunities Africa (in some instances this happened much earlier, i.e 
as of 1988 as apartheid social control system began to collapse). The deepening 
levels of poverty in rural areas, is the primary cause of increased migration into 
cities. The increased volume of migrants in city centres put pressure on the existing 
limited stock of rental residential properties. The development of rental residential 
accommodation has always been limited and restrained by legal urban apartheid 
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legislations. Rental accommodation in apartheid cities was developed to provide 
accommodation primarily for `white population’. The consequence of this is the 
rapid deterioration residential environment and livings conditions in most city 
centres. 
The deterioration of physical conditions included also the deterioration of 
business quality and level of investment by private sector. This in-migration was 
paralleled by a flight of `white urban residents’ from city centre to suburban parts 
of the city. The movement of `white residents’ from city centres was accompanied 
by a flight of large scale capital investment in properties to suburban areas. The 
out-migration of `white middle-upper class residents’ is was followed by out-
migration of large commercial businesses and chain stores into suburban areas. 
New nodal business areas and business commercial centres are emerging very 
close to `gated communities’.  
There are several factors that contribute to the out-migration of the middle- 
upper class end mainly white flight including commercial relocation, real estate 
development and perceptions of different social trends. Similar to trends in other 
major global cities, this movement to suburbs in South Africa has been bolstered 
by a perception of increasing crime that has justified the development of gated 
communities by property developers and rationalised the move to fortified 
suburban enclaves for new suburban residents. It could be said that crime and the 
avoidance of its consequences is one of the most important issues of concern 
among residents of gated communities, if not all residents in South Africa. Crime 
has provided a basis for redefinition of `Fear’ and rationale for continued existence 
and creation of `neighbourhood closer’. Under apartheid the source of `Fear’ was 
ideological and politically defined as `Fear of black majority rule’ and this justified 
the creation of `white only’ enclaves. Tshwane Metropolitan Municipality gated 
communities are to a large extent characterized by specific racial groups. Though 
this would be expected in the context South Africa’s urban history these trends are 
now reinforcing historical race and class inequalities in the quality of services, 
housing and the urban environment.  
The City of Tshwane `gated communities are residential homes are built 
within the broader plan of fortified development and security wall or security fence 
provides the main sources of sense of security. Entry points are controlled and 
manned by private security personnel provided by private security companies( 
Lemanski 2006). Gated communities include a wide range of housing provision 
arrangements including security townhouse complexes, larger security estates, 
enclosed neighbourhoods. The commodification of urban land has led the 
emergence of a new type of residence, the housing estates. These are pure 
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commodity housing estates developed by large scale real estate developers and 
managed by property management companies (Dorington,. 2006).  
Entrances to these estates are often marked by magnificent gates, 
sometimes in the style of elaborate baroque facades. This gives an image and an 
effort to promote high quality life. Some estates adopt so-called ‘enclosed property 
management’ which is becoming very popular. Residents are filtered through 
housing affordability; the estate is created as an ‘enclave’ of those with similar 
socioeconomic status. Public expenditure in the form of road and street 
infrastructure has also followed private sector investment in high-middle income 
residential areas (Lamanski 2006). The migration of the rich from the inner city to 
suburban areas has altered the property market and property values in the new 
nodal areas. The high property values in these places have increased social and 
spatial inequalities. Certain suburban areas seem racially and socially dominated by 
some groups. It would seem that the social fragmentation in these areas has become 
so marked that it has manifested through a series of spatial expressions, in which 
locals have divided themselves up. In Pretoria East the sense of fortification is even 
stronger as the gated communities are very much in evidence and much has been 
written on the fortification of these higher income communities. 
There is a widening gap between the affordable housing market and the 
middle to upper housing market. The current urban land market has contributed to 
the re-creation of apartheid spatial race and class segregation across the city. The 
race-class divisions within Tshwane Metropolitan municipality have become 
apparent in spaces where the differentials were previously not as stark. The private 
sector investment has moved out of the affordable and lower income housing sector 
because it is currently more economical operate in the middle-upper end other 
urban property market. This has not only led to a decline in the delivery of new 
affordable formal housing stock but also constrained access by low income 
households to privately provided housing. The consequences of this is the 
increased demand for rental accommodation, overcrowding in existing 
accommodation, pressure for informal settlements, demand for backyard 
accommodation, and subletting in flats.  
 
VII. NEOLIBERALISED  SPATIAL INEQUALITIES: THE 
EULOGY OF UNFINISHED URBAN TRANSFORMATION  
 
The apartheid socio-spatial legacy and the footprint of racially based 
planning remains visible. Though a wide range legal instruments and policy 
documents removed the official racial segregation, urban communities 
marginalised by Groups Areas Act remain in the peripheral areas. Racial based 
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inequalities and urban poverty remain very durable. The current pattern in terms of 
inequality, racial and wealth polarisation, as it has been manifested spatially in the 
apartheid city continue and exacerbated by the emergence and rapid increased of 
gated communities Spatialisation of post-apartheid socio-economic inequalities has 
become of the major product of neoliberalisation of South Africa’s urban space. 
The spatial marginalisation and spatial confinement of poor urban blacks’ poor in 
the former `black only’ townships has continued but socially and economically 
justified under neoliberal doctrines. Townships designed under apartheid urban 
planning continue to be places of confining the poor characterised by lack of 
employment opportunities, lack of access to good urban life (goods, service, of 
vulnerable populations, relations) due to marginal position in the metropolitan 
system (low accessibility).  
Urban land market has continued to marginalise communities out of urban 
areas and confine poor communities in former township. Suitable located urban 
land is increasingly becoming unaffordable for state’s low housing programme. 
The high urban land costs are eroding a greater proportion of value of subsidy 
money for housing products in the affordable housing sector when compared to a 
subsidised house. This results in distorting demand and unwillingness to invest, as 
many consumers are reluctant to pay a significantly higher price for only a slightly 
better product than that which they can get for free. The consequences of this are 
the increasing polarisation of the very rich and very poor as low cost housing is 
pushed to the margins of the city. The persistence of these racial zed areas is a 
testament to the profound footprint of apartheid planning, The footprint of spatial 
segregated planning under apartheid is durable and persistent.  
Thus social justice project remains a major challenge in South Africa’s 
increasingly fragmented cities, especially for those subscribing to egalitarian ethics 
(liberal or social), which underpins much of the opposition to apartheid. Despite 
many efforts to address the past, the spatial patterns segregation has re-emerged 
and are to a large extent still visible and in place today. In addition, the old patterns 
are reinforced by new patterns of segregation such as gated communities. The 
apartheid legacy has been carried into the post-apartheid city largely unchanged. 
The major structural reforms required to alter the trajectory of urban change 
initiated in the 1990s did not take place. South African post-apartheid has become 
fragmented and divided splitting into different separated parts, with the upper-end 
classes wealthy neighbourhoods estates provided with all kinds of high quality 
privatised services, such as exclusive schools, golf courses, tennis courts and 
private security patrolling the area around the clock. Urban poor and urban 
working class confined in marginal areas and in distant former `black townships’ 
with no guaranteed access to safe drinking water, no sanitation system electricity 
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access through illegal connections , poor infrastructure with roads become mud 
streams whenever it rains. Neoliberalisation of post-apartheid urban space has 
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